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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1. In response to the Office Action mailed Sept. 12, 2005, Applicants have submitted an 
Amendment, filed Dec. 12, 2005, canceling claims 15, 25, 35, and 46, amending claims 14, 24, 
26, 34, 36, 45, and 47, without adding new matter, and arguing to traverse claim rejections. 

2. Applicants' state in the first paragraph of "Remarks" that "claims 14, 16, 24, 26, 34, 36, 
45, and 47 are amended herein." However, the Applicants label the amended claims 24, 34, and 
45, as "(previously presented)". The examiner has interpreted these claims to be "(currently 
amended)" since there is added underlined text. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed Dec. 12, 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive for the following reasons: 

Regarding claims 14, 24, and 45, Applicants argue that "Ruhl neither teaches, discloses, 
nor suggests 'a second vocabulary larger than the first vocabulary'" (p. 17, Remarks, last par.). 
However, the Examiner still insists that Ruhl does in fact teach "a second vocabulary larger than 
the first vocabulary." Claims 14, 24, and 45, in the Applicants' invention recite, "carrying out a 
speech recognition operation using a first vocabulary" and "carrying out a word recognition 
operation. . .using a second vocabulary." 

Ruhl teaches in col. 6, lines 22-28, a larger and a smaller vocabulary (a "first list of 
locations [larger]" and a "second list of locations [smaller]")- speech recognition (recognizing 
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the entire word) is done with the "second list of locations [smaller vocabulary]" as in col. 6, lines 
36-39 and word recognition (recognizing by spelling the letters) is done using the "first list of 
streets [larger vocabulary]" as in col. 8, lines 15-43 and col. 10, lines 20-28. 

Therefore, Ruhl teaches that speech recognition is done using the smaller vocabulary and 
word recognition is done using the larger vocabulary. Thus, Ruhl's "second list of locations 
[smaller]" is equivalent to Applicants' "first vocabulary" and "first list [larger]" is equivalent to 
Applicants' "second vocabulary." It is then only a matter of which one the Applicant calls the 
"first" and "second." 

Regarding claims 18, 28, and 49 , Applicants argue that Meador, III et al. does not teach 
the limitation recited in these claims of the Applicants' invention, "[since], in Meador, III a 
city/location database search is only performed if the letters of the alphabet articulated by the 
user can be decoded or translated by the alphabet recognition board with a sufficient level of 
probability" (Remarks, p. 19, 3 rd par.). However, the Examiner still insists that Meador, HI et al. 
inescapably still teach, "carrying out speech recognition of the word speech signals using the 
letter signals as detected and evaluated." The only difference is that Meador, III et al. simply 
puts an additional constraint on whether or not the recognition can be done accurately. 

Regarding claims 19, 29, and 50 , Applicants argue that Nguyen et al. fail to teach 
"terminating spelling and outputting a word if the word is obtained with a second desired 
probability by said assessing the probability of correct word recognition" since "[i]n Nguyen, 
rather, the system performs early identification if predefined criteria are satisfied by a particular 
score [rather than probability]" (p. 19, Remarks, last par.). However, Nguyen et al. defines this 
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'score' in col. 4, lines 53-58, to "reflect the likelihood that the current hypothesized string of 
letters matches a particular word or words in the vocabulary,' 5 'likelihood 5 being equivalent to a 
'probability'. 

Regarding claims 20-23, 30-33, and 51-54, these claims stay rejected since they are 
dependent on claims 19, 29, and 50, above. 

Regarding claims 38, Applicant argues that "[t]he Office Action does not even assert that 
either of the references do show 'to carry out speech recognition of the word speech signals 
using the letter signals... obtained with the second desired probability,' as recited... in claim 38" 
(p.21, Remarks, 4 th par.). However, this is intended use which itself has not been recited. 

Regarding claim 39 , Applicant argues that "[t]he Office Action does not even assert that 
either of the references do show 'to terminate the evaluation of respective letter signals... based 
on the assessment of the combined recognition probability 5 as recited. . .in claim 39" (p.22, 
Remarks, 1 st par.). However, this is also intended use which itself has not been recited. 

Regarding claims 40-43 and 44, these claims stay rejected since they are dependent on 
claim 39, above. 

4. Therefore, the pending claims above stay rejected over Rtihl, Meador, III, Nguyen, 
Alonso-Cedo, Adler, and Byram, et al., and their rejection is repeated, mutatis mutandis for 
claim amendments, below. 
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5. Regarding the rest of the limitations of claims 14, 24, and 45, as well as claim 34, 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new grounds of rejection, next. 

6. Regarding claims 16-17, 26-27, 36-37, and 47-48, these claims stay rejected since they 
are dependent on claims 14, 24, 34, or 45, rejected below. 

Drawings 

7. Amendments to the drawings were received on Dec. 12, 2006. Examiner acknowledges 
that Applicant made corrections to the drawings of Figs. 1, 2, and 4 to include descriptive text 
labels for the previously unlabeled rectangular boxes, which are now acceptable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in the previous Office Action. 

9. Claims 14, 16-17, 24, 26-27, 45, and 47-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Riihl (US Patent No. 6,108,631) in view of Meador, HI et al. (US Patent No. 
5,638,425), Nguyen et al. (US Patent No. 5,995,928), and Dewacle (US Patent No. 6,047,257). 

Regarding claims 14, 24, and 45, Riihl teaches a method, device (see col. 1, lines 11-17, 
describing a navigation system in a car), and an electronically readable data medium storing at 
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least one computer program to control a processor to perform the method (see col. 2, lines 62-67 
and col. 3, lines 35-38) for a speech recognition system, comprising, and providing means for: 
detecting acoustic word speech signals from a user (see Abstract and lines 36-39 of col. 

5); 

carrying out a speech recognition operation using a first vocabulary (see lines 36-39 and 
42-46 of col 6); 

detecting and evaluating letter signals as input by the user (see col. 8, lines 16-19); 

carrying out a word recognition operation, after said detecting and evaluating of 
respective letter signals representing a single letter, using a second vocabulary larger than the 
first vocabulary (col. 6, lines 22-28 describe a larger and a smaller vocabulary (a "first list of 
locations [larger]" and a "second list of locations [smaller]")- speech recognition (recognizing 
the entire word) is done with the "second list of locations [smaller vocabulary]" as in col. 6, lines 
36-39 and word recognition (recognizing by spelling the letters) is done using the "first list of 
streets [larger vocabulary]" as in col. 8, lines 15-43 and col. 10, lines 20-28); and 

assessing the probability of correct word recognition (see col. 8, lines 23-24); 

But Riihl fails to teach assessing probability of correct speech recognition and prompting 
spelling for which the probability of correct speech recognition does not reach the desired 
probability. However, these features are well known in the art as evidenced by Meador, III et al., 
which disclose "assessing probability of correct speech recognition" (see col. 3, lines 17-22) and 
"prompting the user to spell out each word for which the probability of correct speech 
recognition does not reach a first desired probability" (see col. 4, lines 21-25). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching elements of Riihl to include a probability criterion of 
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Meador, III et aL Motivation for the combination would be to speed up the recognition process 
by automatic detection of whether or not the user should spell out the word instead of having the 
user intervene and request for spelling recognition (as done in Ruhl, col. 8, lines 13-19), and also 
makes the system more user-friendly. 

Both Ruhl and Meador, HI et al. fail to teach, "terminating spelling and outputting a word 
obtained with a second desired probability." However, this procedure is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Nguyen et al. in col. 6, lines 41-50. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching elements of Ruhl and Meador, III et al. to include the 
early identification feature of Nguyen et al.. Motivation for the combination would be to speed 
up the recognition process and save unnecessary spelling of words from the user and unnecessary 
processing of words by the system. 

Ruhl also teach wherein the word recognition operation includes: 

assigning a letter recognition probability based on the letter speech signals (see col. 8, 
lines 23-24); 

determining a word list of all words in the second vocabulary having a letter recognition 
probability not lower than a highest determined letter recognition probability for any word, 
minus a first threshold value (see col.8, line 23-28, which describes making a "preselection" 
from a list of words from recognition probabilities, a wordlist as illustrated in col. 8, line 45). 

Ruhl does not explicitly teach a "threshold value." However, this feature is well known 
in the art as evidenced by Meador, III et al., which teaches having the probability level checked 
against a threshold to determine sufficient recognition results (see col. 4, lines 12-17). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching elements of Rtthl with that of Meador, III et al. to 
specify a threshold value. Motivation for the inclusion would be so the recognition results would 
be limited to only the results with sufficient recognition probabilities. 

Ruhl, Meador, III, and Ngyuen et al. do not, but Dewacle teach, "a new word list is 
drawn up in the case of each detected and evaluated letter signal" (see col. 9, lines 56-58 and col. 
12, lines 39-41, which describes a list of names being narrowed until no more than one name 
corresponds to the sequence of uttered letters, reading on a renewal of the list every time a letter 
is detected and evaluated. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching elements of Ruhl, Meador, III, and Ngyuen et al. to draw up a 
new word list in the case of each detected and evaluated letter signal as in Dewacle because 
Dewacle teaches that "such a task is much less error prone, since it represents a fixed and limited 
vocabulary recognition task" (col. 12, lines 42-43). 

Regarding claim 16, 26, and 47, Ruhl does not, but Meador, III et al. teach wherein (see 
Fig. 2 for the architecture of the system which implements the method): 

said assessing the probability of correct word recognition comprises determining whether 
the word list contains only a single word (see col. 9, lines 15-16); and 

wherein said terminating spelling and outputting the word is performed if only a single 
word is contained in the word list (see col. 9, lines 13-24, describing situations for "more than 
one match," "one match," and "no match," with separate scenarios for each). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was made to 
include the teaching elements of Meador, III et al. with those of Ruhl, Nguyen et al., and 
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Dewacle. Motivation for continuing recognition until a single word is recognized would be so 
the user is always presented with the "best" recognition and will not have to choose from a list. 

Regarding claim 17, 27, and 48, Ruhl does not, but Meador, III et al. teach further, 
"carrying out speech recognition of the word speech signals using the word list with each word 
assigned a speech recognition probability" (see col. 10, lines 43-52); 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching elements of Ruhl, Nguyen et al., and Dewacle, with 
that of Meador, III et al. to use the word lists to carry out speech recognition of the word signals, 
since the word list contains all the candidate words with corresponding probability data which 
are easily accessible. 

Ruhl and Meador, III et al. fail to teach, "determining whether a highest speech 
recognition probability and a second highest speech recognition probability differ from one 
another by a predetermined threshold value" and "wherein if the predetermined threshold 
value... the highest speech recognition probability." However, these procedures are well known 
in the art as evidenced by Nguyen et al. in column 6, lines 41-53. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching elements of Ruhl, Meador, III et al., and Dewacle 
with that of Nguyen et al. to include a predetermined threshold value. Motivation for the 
inclusion of this threshold value would be in the case when there are multiple recognition results 
available, it would be more user-friendly to have the users spell out only the top choices. 

10. Claims 18-23, 28-33 and 49-54 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ruhl in view of Meador, III and Nguyen et al. . 
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Regarding claims 18, 28, and 49, Riihl, Meador, III, and Nguyen et al. teach the 
limitations, "detecting acoustic word speech signals from a user; carrying out a speech 
recognition operation...; assessing probability of correct speech recognition; prompting the user 
to spell out. . .speech recognition does not reach a first desired probability; detecting and 
evaluating letter signals as input by the user; carrying out a word recognition operation, after said 
detecting and evaluating of respective letter signals representing a single letter. ..; assessing the 
probability of correct word recognition; and terminating spelling and outputting...by said 
assessing the probability of correct word recognition," as indicated in the rejection of claims 14, 
24, and 45, above, except Riihl fails to teach "carrying out speech recognition of the word speech 
signals using the letter signals as detected and evaluated... second desired probability." However, 
this feature would have been obvious given the invention of Meador, III et al., which disclose a 
similar notion with an alphabet recognition process as described col. 9, lines 29-38. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching elements of Ruhl and Nguyen et al. with that of 
Meador, III et al.. Motivation for the combination would be to provide a further recognition 
alternative to narrow down the results if a word is not yet identified in the previous steps. 

Regarding claim 19, 29 and 50, Ruhl, Meador, III, and Nguyen et al. teach all the 
limitations, "detecting acoustic word speech signals from a user; carrying out a speech 
recognition operation...; assessing probability of correct speech recognition; prompting the user 
to spell. . .speech recognition does not reach a first desired probability; detecting and evaluating 
letter signals as input by the user. . .; assessing the probability of correct word recognition; and 
terminating spelling and outputting...by said assessing the probability of correct word 
recognition," as indicated in the rejection of claims 14, 24, and 45, above, except Riihl fails to 
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teach "carrying out a word recognition operation... based on a combined recognition probability 
using the letter recognition probability and the speech recognition probability." However, this 
feature is well known in the art as evidenced by Meador, III et al. which disclose combining 
word recognition and phoneme recognition (synonymous with what is referred to as "speech 
recognition" and "letter recognition," respectively, in the current invention). See Fig. 4, 
elements 66, 68, 70-72 and col. 11, section A.4. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the recognition probabilities to carry out recognition as disclosed 
by Meador, III et al.. Motivation for the combination would be that testing against an additional 
recognition and probability criterion may lead to more effective and accurate results, and help 
narrow down the word more quickly. 

Regarding claims 20, 30, and 51, Riihl does not, but Meador, III et al. teach further, 
"generating a word list based on the combined recognition probability" (see col. 11, section A.4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention was made to 
include the teaching elements of Meador, III et al. with those of Rtihl and Nguyen et al.. 
Motivation for generating a word list based on the combined recognition probability would be so 
the system can save and use this word list for further recognition processing if necessary, or the 
user may choose based on this word list. 

Regarding claim 21, 31 and 52, Riihl does not, but Meador, HI et al. teach wherein said 
terminating, and terminating means for, spelling and outputting the word is based solely on a 
single interrogation as to whether the combined recognition probability is the second desired 
recognition probability (see col. 8, lines 28-29, wherein the probability level is questioned as to 
whether it meets a probability criteria). 
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But the method disclosed by Meador, III et al. also checks to see whether there is only a 
single match found before outputting the word (see col. 6, lines 13-19), so Meador, III et al. does 
not explicitly teach the terminating spelling and outputting based "solely on a single 
interrogation." 

However, Riihl and Meador, III et al. do not teach, but terminating and outputting based 
on a single interrogation is disclosed in Nguyen et al. in col. 13, lines 13-17 and Fig. 2, element 
250. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching elements of Ruhl and Meador, III et al. with that of 
Nguyen et al.. Motivation for the combination would be to allow the user to choose from 
multiple results instead of processing until a single result is available, which in some cases may 
be more efficient and effective. 

Regarding claims 22, 32, and 53, Riihl does not, but Meador, III et al. teach wherein 
said terminating spelling and outputting the word includes: 

outputting an appropriate message to the user (see col. 3, lines 57-59, which disclose a 
"candidate word" sent to the user or "corresponding information to be sent to the user," reading 
on an appropriate message to the user); and 

terminating said detecting of the acoustic word speech signals (see Figs. 4, 6, and 7, 
elements 95, 120, and 138, wherein the last step of the recognition process is outputting the 
result, without continued detecting; or an alternative last step to discontinue service or transfer to 
an operator as in Figs. 6 and 7, elements 122, 134 and 144, also terminating detecting). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the teaching 
elements of Ruhl with those of Meador, III et al.. Outputting a message would make the system 
more user-friendly to notify the user of the status of the recognition process. Also, terminating 
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detecting after outputting the word would be so speech recognition would not be done on 
continued speech by the user when recognition is no longer requested. 

Regarding claim 23, 33, and 54, Riihl implicitly teaches, after said detecting and 
evaluating of the letter speech signals respectively representing a letter: 

determining whether the user is continuing to speak (see col. 7, lines 37-41 and col. 8, 
lines 16-19, which describe the user providing spelling of a location name followed by a 
processing of the spelling provided; therefore, the invention suggests detecting whether or not 
the user is continuing to speak or has stopped); 

continuing said detecting and evaluating and the word recognition operation for next 
speech signals respectively representing a letter, if the user continues to speak (see col. 8, lines 
22-24); and 

outputting one of the word list and a predetermined number of the words with highest 
probabilities in the word list, if the user does not continue to speak (see col. 7, lines 37-41 and 
col. 8, lines 16-30, which describe the user providing spelling followed by processing; therefore, 
the invention suggests detecting whether the user has stopped speaking, in which the system 
follows by outputting a list of recognition results with highest probabilities as in col. 8, line 44). 

1 1 . Claims 34 and 36-37, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ruhl in view of Meador, HI et aL Dewacle , Alonso-Cedo (US Patent No. 5,752,230) and Adler 
et al. (US Patent No. 6,249,765 Bl). 

Regarding claim 34, Alonso-Cedo teaches a communication device for detecting and 
evaluating word speech signals representing a word from a user of a speech recognition system 
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(see Abstract and column 1, line 14, describing a telephone system, which is a communication 
device) comprising: 

a data bus (see Fig. 1, element 114); 

at least one memory device, coupled to said data bus, to store at least one vocabulary and 
at least one program (see column 3, lines 1-3, describing a memory device which can store data 
(or vocabulary) and a hard disk which can store programs; see also Fig. 1, elements 104 and 
106); 

a speech recognition processor, coupled to said data bus, to detect acoustic word speech 
signals from a user and to carry out a speech recognition operation using a first vocabulary (see 
col. 3, lines 24-29 and Fig. 1, element 102; also col. 4, lines 55-60 and Fig. 2, elements 204, 210, 
212, wherein the name directory controller is synonymous to a first vocabulary); and 

a speech output device, coupled to said data bus, to produce audio signals 
simulating speech (see Fig. 1, element 121 and col. 3, lines 15-18); 

But Alonso-Cedo fails to teach "a central processor, coupled to said data bus," to perform 
the necessary methods of the present invention ("to assess probability of correct speech 
recognition, to generate first output signals.... and to terminate the evaluation of respective letter 
signals and generate.. ..upon assessment of the probability of correct word recognition"), which 
is intended use which itself has not been recited. However, this feature is well known in the art 
as evidenced by Adler et al., which describe a network provided "in the form of a bi-directional 
communications link (synonymous to a data bus), to which a central processing unit and memory 
are attached," adapted to perform most of the invention's processing, the memory which may be 
used to store speech recognition models and other data used by the system (see col. 7, lines 6-17 
and Fig. 2, elements 210, 212, 214). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching elements of Alonso-Cedo with that of Adler et al. to include a 
central processor for implementing the method of the present invention. Motivation for the 
inclusion would be to simplify the architecture of the system, having one unit that can handle all 
the processing involved. 

The rest of the limitations of claim 34 are the same as or similar to those of claims 14, 24, 
and 45, rejected above, and thus are rejected for the same reasons. 

Regarding claims 36-37, Alonso-Cedo does not, but Adler et al. teach wherein said 
central processor also: 

assigns a letter recognition probability based. ..minus a first threshold value; 

assesses the probability of correct word recognition by... if only a single word is contained 
in the word list; 

carries out speech recognition of the word speech signals using the word list. ..with the 
highest speech recognition probability; 

generates a word list based on the combined recognition probability; 

terminates spelling and causes output of the word based solely on a single 
interrogation... the second desired recognition probability; 

wherein upon terminating spelling and outputting... detection of the acoustic word speech 
signals; and 

wherein, after detection and evaluation of the letter speech signals respectively 
representing a letter... words with highest probabilities in the word list; 
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As specified in the rejection of claims 34 and 38-39, the central processing unit is able to 
perform most of the invention's processing and is attached to a memory which stores data for 
processing, which may include in this case, recognition probabilities, speech signals, word lists, 
and threshold values. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention 
was made to have the central processor be able to implement every processing method of the 
present invention, modifying the invention by Alonso-Cedo given the invention by Adler et aL 
Motivation for the inclusion would be to simplify the architecture of the system, having one unit 
that can handle all the methods involved. 

12. Claims 38-43, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alonso- 
Cedo in view of Adler et aL . 

Regarding claims 38-39, Alonso-Cedo teaches a communication device for detecting 
and evaluating word speech signals representing a word from a user of a speech recognition 
system (see Abstract and column 1, line 14, describing a telephone system, which is a 
communication device) comprising: 

a data bus (see Fig. 1, element 1 14); 

at least one memory device, coupled to said data bus, to store at least one vocabulary and 
at least one program (see column 3, lines 1-3, describing a memory device which can store data 
(or vocabulary) and a hard disk which can store programs; see also Fig. 1, elements 104 and 
106); 

a speech recognition processor, coupled to said data bus, to detect acoustic word speech 
signals from a user and to carry out a speech recognition operation using a first vocabulary (see 
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col. 3, lines 24-29 and Fig. 1, element 102; also col. 4, lines 55-60 and Fig. 2, elements 204, 210, 
212, wherein the name directory controller is synonymous to a first vocabulary); and 

a speech output device, coupled to said data bus, to produce audio signals 
simulating speech (see Fig. 1, element 121 and col. 3, lines 15-18); 

But Alonso-Cedo fails to teach "a central processor, coupled to said data bus," to perform 
the necessary methods of the present invention ("to assess probability of correct speech 
recognition, to generate first output signals.... and to terminate the evaluation of respective letter 
signals and generate.... upon assessment of the probability of correct word recognition"), which 
is intended use which itself has not been recited. However, this feature is well known in the art 
as evidenced by Adler et al., which describe a network provided "in the form of a bi-directional 
communications link (synonymous to a data bus), to which a central processing unit and memory 
are attached," adapted to perform most of the invention's processing, the memory which may be 
used to store speech recognition models and other data used by the system (see col. 7, lines 6-17 
and Fig. 2, elements 210, 212, 214). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching elements of Alonso-Cedo with that of Adler et al. to include a 
central processor for implementing the method of the present invention. Motivation for the 
inclusion would be to simplify the architecture of the system, having one unit that can handle all 
the processing involved. 

Regarding claims 40-43, Alonso-Cedo does not, but Adler et al. teach wherein said 
central processor also: 

assigns a letter recognition probability based... minus a first threshold value; 
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assesses the probability of correct word recognition by... if only a single word is contained 
in the word list; 

carries out speech recognition of the word speech signals using the word list... with the 
highest speech recognition probability; 

generates a word list based on the combined recognition probability; 

terminates spelling and causes output of the word based solely on a single 
interrogation... the second desired recognition probability; 

wherein upon terminating spelling and outputting... detection of the acoustic word speech 
signals; and 

wherein, after detection and evaluation of the letter speech signals respectively 
representing a letter... words with highest probabilities in the word list; 

As specified in the rejection of claims 34 and 38-39, the central processing unit is able to 
perform most of the invention's processing and is attached to a memory which stores data for 
processing, which may include in this case, recognition probabilities, speech signals, word lists, 
and threshold values. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention 
was made to have the central processor be able to implement every processing method of the 
present invention, modifying the invention by Alonso-Cedo given the invention by Adler et al.. 
Motivation for the inclusion would be to simplify the architecture of the system, having one unit 
that can handle all the methods involved. 
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13. Claim 44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Alonso-Cedo and 
Adler et ah as applied to claim 43 above, and further in view of Bvram et al. (US Patent No. 
3,928,724). 

Regarding claim 44, Alonso-Cedo teaches wherein said communication device is 
connectable to telephone lines (see Figs. 1 and 2, elements 1 16 and 118-119). 

But both Alonso-Cedo and Adler et al. fail to teach, "further comprising a switching unit 
coupled to the telephone lines and said data bus." However, switching units are well known in 
the telecommunications art as evidenced by Byram et al. in Fig. 2, elements 12 (telephone), 14 
(telephone switching system), 28 and 30 (data buses). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teaching elements of Alonso-Cedo and Adler et al. to include a 
switching unit. Motivation for the combination would be so that the system can easily handle a 
wide range of particular tasks and services, and receive end user calls and transfer call details to 
the correct unit. 

Conclusion 

14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eunice Ng whose telephone number is 571-272-2854. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571-272-7602. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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